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This form must be signed by ONE or mora ownars of an undivided inferest of at least 51% inthe lol or parcel for
which slch pratest s Mlad, such Interest being not merely an easerment. A tenant under a leass which has a
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA }

COUNTY OF A\Mpééaw )

Dn 4/ 27 / vof before e, MM"‘"’ )tg{lﬂ"") Notary Poblic, personally appeared

£ ob{ s who proved to me on the basis of
58 hsfar:h::ry evu:lenr:e—r.o be the pem:rn[s} whose name(s} jfare subscribed bo the within instrumeant and
acknowledged to me that Wefghe/they exectibed the same in Is/heyftheir anthorized capa ciby(ies), and
that by bis/pbrftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity npon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the nstromnent. -

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph e brue and correct.

MARIA PEFPER
% GOMM, #1813283
1 Hotary Public - Calillornia
Sanla Clara (:nung

1b, 2012

FOMN

¥ {Seal)
Motary Publit
STATE OF CALIFORNIA )
’ y o osa
COUNTY OF )
Cn before me, , Motary Public, persunally appeared

- who proved to me on the basis of
satisfactory evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their authorized capacity(les), and
that by his/her/their signature(s) on the instrument the persons), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persom(s) acted, executed Bhe instrurment.

I certify under PENALTY OF FERTURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
pamagraph is nee and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official zeal.

{Seal)

Mutary Public

Miv43.1
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the propesed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning®) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reagons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City -

of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Pirectly Contradicés Ci mpbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Joae to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the Gity of Campbell and Cambrian 36 properiy owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell direcied its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation}), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing reaponse, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 propesty owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, *Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Camphbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit by Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Frezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a dowmgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not reselved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Govertiment Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56370 3(b)(6).

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and condifional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities efc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-corforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5 Environmental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR?) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provisicn of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

a. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requesis for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Flanming
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s considetation of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

Thig formmust be signad by ONE or marg owiners of an undivided inferest of al least 51% in the lol ar percsl for.
which such protest is liled, such Interest being nol maraly an easemenl. Alenant under a lease which has a
ramaining term of tan years or longer shell ba deemed an “owner” [or purposes of this prolesl. When the owner of
an aligible protest sila is a fagal antltly athet Whan a parson or persons, the prolsst petilion shall be signad by Lhe
duly eulhorized ofiicar{s) of such fegal entily. When such lagal enlily Is a homeowner's assoclallon, the prolas!
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membears olihs association.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA ¥

COUNTY OF Sfm\l‘al @QMCU ; -

<

On / 3‘%-_!31?1' (> before a,& u:mbﬂ (bﬁw , Notary Publie, personally appeared
£ o o T N ¥ [/ whoproved to me on the basis of

satisfactodydevidenceto be thi! person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and

acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in histherftheir anthorized capacityfies), and

that by hisfher/their signahire(s) on the insrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the

personis) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify nrder PENALTY OF PERJURY uwnder the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

CIANE M, JAMEA
Commiulen # 1733374

e
ﬂ!— ~:

WITNESS my hand and offidal seal. i Saip Molary Public - Callfornla
“.:-f-'vh p/ %anta Clara Counly =

My Cornm, Expi ADd 20, 2011

/L/Qm,éif CW?W (Seal)

Notary Public { /

STATE OF CALIEORNIA i

CDUNTYDFM Q/QM&) ' ::: =

A i / kb o tary Public, personally appeared
Dk Bk A (L iANED ¥ L L/ - who proved to me on the basls of
sutisfactory bvidence-to be the person(s) swwhose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefehefthey exeruted the same in histherftheir anthorized capacity(ies), and
Ehat by hisfhertheir signahire{s) on the instrument the persun(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persan(s) acted, executed the instromend.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERIURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
pezagraph is true and correct,

WITNESS my hand and official seal. o . JAMES
& RS Commhilon # 1733374
. Ry [} Notary Public - Caltlornla E
=y, _Sonia Clara County =

Motary Public

204437001




Residental
ATTACHMENT A

TQ ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I pratest - and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {“Prezoning”} that would resultin the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District tupon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicis City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property

Owners Requests, The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the staterd desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell's letter to the Mayor cf San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoni ill Regult i exation that Will Not Be

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning, On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currenily receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended armexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Gevernment Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysig of Prezoning is Insnfficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the propesed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning, Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Revi f Prezoning Violates A. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA®). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
CGeneral Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on Auguist 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and ia not current
nor aceurate. Since its certification, hew information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (siich as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc)). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to inchide new
information since the certification date. At the very minimtuim, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor ecorrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

b. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property cwners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Flanning
Commission’s recommendation is il and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B}.
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Coungil to deny - the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) {"Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property fo R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District ipon annexation o the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Proiest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with - and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (putrsuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of San Jose,

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Requests. The Pre-oning is the first step of a vrilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambri. . .5 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners {0 annex Cambrian 36 info
the City of Campbell. In Qetober of 2006, 2 petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Camphell. Inresponse, the City of Campbeli directed ils staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which recetved preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chireo, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, *Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, idenfify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefif My Property. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
aervices received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ahility to provide fire
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PLEASE CALLTHE AP POINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN AP PLICATION APPOINTHMENT,
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ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

This form must ba signed by ONE or more owners of an undlvided intarest of at laast 51% inthe lol or parcel for
wiich such prolsstis filed, such Interasl being nol merely an sasemant. A tanant under a laase which has a
remalning term of ten years or longer shall be desmead an ‘owner’ for pUrposes of ihls protesl, YWhen the owner of
an gligibla protest site 5 a legal aniilly olhar than a person or persons, the profest petition shall be signed by ha
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal entity, Whan such [egal entily is & hameowrner's assa cialion, the protesl
patition shall be signad by the duly authorized officer(s) of such asgocialion, of, In lisu theres!, by 51% of the
imembers of the assoclation,
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER COUNGIL
CI0-@(@ DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN -
REZONING FILE NUMBER

HDDHESEUFF'HDFEHTYBEING
PROTESTED . 3‘17) 5+0ne:huﬁ?]ruu Cgmpjuﬂ G500

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBERGS) %Q\ ~y \
REASON OFPROTEST '

| protest iha proposed rezoning because See Attachment A

Usssaparate shael ifnecessary

Tha property inwhich | own an undivided Inlerest of at lsast 51%, and on behall of which this protest Is being flled,
5 sltuated at: {doscHbe propery by address and Assesaor's Parcel Numbser}

C&q—“_% S‘l‘@Wﬂhuﬁ‘{" {J\_;‘/
COmdmed S /
M 412~ 22 004

and fs now zened R1-8 Dishict. {in Santa Clara County)

The undivided Interest which | own in the proparty described in the statement above is a:

.

ﬁ Feenteresl {ownership)
[] Leasshold Interest which expiras on

[] Other: (expfain)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zuning Piote L mESTpplicaltn, Rew, GRURICE




Pege2 | ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must ba gigned by OME or more owners of an undivided inlarast of at least 51% in 1he lot or parcel for
which such protest is filed, such interast baing nol meraly an sasement. A tenant under 8 leass which hes e
remaining term of ian yerrs or longer shell be deemed an "owner® for purposss of this prolesl. When the owner of
an efigible prolest slte is a lagal entitly other than a perean or parsons, tha prodest petition shall ba signed by the
duiy authorized officer(s) of such legal entify. When such legel enfily iz 8 homeswner's assoclation, the protest
palition shall ba signed by the duly authorized obicer{s) of such assoclation, or, in liou theraof, by 51% of Ihe
mamibiers of the associalion,

PRINTNAME DAYTINE
Zf?ﬂw 24 Bmum TELEPHONE# (7 5()~Z 77~ S0 78
ADDFESS ciTY STATE ZIPCODE
‘%"‘33 Sovohust vy Campleay fgy FS a0

SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) 4/ e Q E DATE G/;z S /Jf}
PANTMAME~~ O x vy, < "HM TevepHonE# AR HRO-OR S
Y %A% SyvooRhuish vy Oempoiy S0 AR

SIGNATURE [Nuhrl%mﬂw Dﬁgﬁ@ | E_)_

PRINT NAME DAYTIME
. |TELEPHOKE#

ADDRESS Oy STATE ZIP GODE
SIGHATURE {Motarized) . DATE
PRINTMAME ' DAYTIME

TELEPHONE#
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATLIRE {Notarlzed} DATE
PRINT HAME DAYTIME

TELEFHOME #
ADDHRESS oy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHOWE #
ADDRESS Ciry STATE ZIPCCDE
SIGNATURE (Motarlzed) DATE

Useseperale sheal ifnecessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zoring Fanlestt prASAppksion Raw, G2 e




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
) s
COUNTY OF S:.(migﬂ @ﬂ-‘.ﬂ&/ )
%&E T bEfore me, )\Qw’iﬁ—mmﬁ[%mary Public, personaily appeared

Chenes B, §HA 0477 , who proved fo me on the basls of
salisfactﬂr}r evidence-to be the person(s) whose name{s) mfam subsmbed to the within nsbument and
acknowledged to me thathefshe/they executed the same in his/her/thedr authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instroment the persens), or the enbity upon behalf of which the
personi(s) acted, executed the inatrument. '

I carlify under PENALTY OF PEREJURY under the laws of the State of California thaf the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

DIANE M, JAMES
Commision # 1733375

WITHNESS my hand and oificial seal.
Nolary Pubite . ¢
alltain)
fanla Clarg Counly “ i

LQW&%?WM et £

Y <o, Expies Api 20,20] ‘
Notary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

coumﬁm%é"’bgt @ﬁ"/{ﬂ ' :}n

-PQ <, 30/ D before )\,QL&'}LQ/W] “Qﬁ”“—gﬁNﬁtﬁ:}r Fublic, personally appeared
M , who proved to me on the hasts of

sabsfactory evidenceto be the person{s) whose name(s) 1sfare subscribed to the within iInstument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey exemted ihe same in hisfherftheir avthorzed capacity{ies), and
that by hirfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, exerited the instrpment,

i

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is ree and correct,

WITNESS miy hand and official seal, he AV
( £7E0  Commission # 1?333?11;

ISR Molary Fubllc - Calitornta £

W quﬁlﬂd (Seal) e 2ay/  gania Clara County z

Notary Public

20143703
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”} that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District wpon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following, facts:

i,  Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3} of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my propetéy and borders both the City of Campbell and the

City of 5an Jose.

2, ezoning Dir ' ity of Campbell an rian 36 Pro

Ownera Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 info

' the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbeil. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 34, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-znnexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal, As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

3. Prezoning Will Result in ' ) t Benefi

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's infended annexation that will resalt
from fhe proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara af an increased cost, The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing fssue of the City’s abilify to provide fire
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service, As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet

the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hasnot provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitied and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Puriher, it has not provided suffident analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning onmy properly.

3, i tal Reyiew of ning Violates CEQA, Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA®). the City of Sar Jose's attempted reliance on the San Jose 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago — and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substaniial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
reqitired to make minor ¢orrections or changes. See Public Resourees Code § 21166 and 14

Cal. Code Regs § 15162,

f. Public Hearing Nofice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

3an Jose Planning Commission Augnst 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Dagpite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’'s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Couneil’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF

, JOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAPITAL 0]‘-’ BLIOGH VALLEY Flanning, Bullding and Code Enforcament
200 East Santa Clara Strest

Sen Jasd, CA 96113-1905

tel (408) 535-3555 fax {408) 292-6055

Wabslta: wwwsanjosecagoviplanning

ZONING FFIOTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUMBER
DISTRICT
QUAD # TZONING GENERAL DATE

REZONING FILE MUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROF EHWEEING

PROTESTED a5 Sizuehees’ 4 M! - L2 ,@,ﬁ&// &

ASSESS0ORS PARCELNUMBER(S)

S/~ 3 G005

REASON OF PROTEST
| protestiha proposad rezoning because See Attachment A

Use separale shesl if necessary

The propsrty in which | own an undivided inlerast of at least 512, and on behall of which ihis protestis being filad,
is silualed at: fiazcrfbe propony by address amd Assessor's Parcal Numbar)

Go.5~ S5 wehmsT Y - Langpled -
Y/ 25 gp 5

and iz now zened R.1-8 Distict. (in Santa Clara County)

The undivided inlerasl which | own intha propery desetbed |n the statament abov bs a:
IZI Foa Interasi jownarship)
I:I Laasehold interest which expires on

[C] omer: texplatn)

PLEASE CALL THE APPQINTMENT DESY AT {400) 535-2555 FOR AN APPLIGATION APPCINTIMENT.
FaningPurcsl prassiipplleg iy Floy, RRRINE




Page?2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This {arm must be signad by OME or mora owners of an undivided intarast of al least 51% nhe ol or parce| for
which such prodest I filed, such Interest belng not marely an eesement. A tenant undar a lease which has a
remalning larm of ten yaars or longer shall be dasmad an "awner far purpozes al This protesl. Whan the owner of
an aligible protest site is e lagal anllly cther ihan & person or petsans, the pralest petilion shall be signed by (he
duly authorized offlicer(s) of such legal enlity. When such [egal enlily is a homeawner's azsoclation, the prolest
patition shall be signed by ihe duly sulharized gofficer(s) of such aseocislion, or, in ou thereof, iy 51% i the
membiars of the association.,
PRINT HAME DAYTIME
TTo 2, BeckiIa94" ltonracs TELEPHONE # 90837 731 &3
ADDRESS CmyY STATE ZIPCODE
Fo &5~ STomehv st i)y Ootpbot/ A Fszn &
TURE (Mot I:eril}z DA
w ! “l‘ O./'v\_f,q.»t/gl, '9-30.- 10
MAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOMNE #
ADDRESS ' cmy STATE ZIPGODE
SIGHATURE [Notarized) _ DATE
FRINT MNaME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHWATURE (Motarlzed} DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
TELEFHOME #
ADDRESS CImy STATE ZIF CODE
SIGNATURE [Notarized) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS cImy STATE ZIPCODE
SIGHATURE (Notarized) DATE
Usessparalashest if necassary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPQINTMEMNT DESK AT (48] 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMEMT.
Zarleg BralesL pmAGAs pBtnn R, 522000




S5TATE OT CALIFORMIA

COUNTY OF m (U

. Motary Public, personally appeared

On ﬁ before me, ’
e O L

» who proved to me en the basia of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s)dafacs subscribed to the within instument and
acknowledged to me that hefSigkhey executed the same in hsfhiERitheir authordzed capacliy(ies), and
that by hisfhef¥heir signature{s) on the instrurent the person(s}, or the entity upen behalf of which the

personds) acted, executed the inabroment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing

paragraph is tme and correct.

WITHESS miy hand and officlal seal.

Ny blic
STATH OB CALTEORMNLA
COUNTY OF
Cin before me,

M. 5. Lucto
Commlission # 1704471
s Molary Public - Ci:rrrumlu
G &

i anta Clara Courily
ConnrL 23,20]2

(Seal)

« Motary Public, persopaily appeared

- who proved to me on the hasis of

safisfactory evidence-to he the person{s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed o the within Instniment and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey execoted the same tn hisfher/their authorized capacity(ies), and
that by his/herftheir signature{s} on the instrument the persanfs), or the entity upon behalf of which the

person{E} acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing

paragraph is e and correct,

WITHESS my hand and official seal,

Muotary Fablic

20194370.]

{Seal)
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
tirban island annexation purstiant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.2(b}{(6).

4 Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient. Staff hagnot provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposged zone will compare with what uses are currenily allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratics and
denszities ete. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5.  Envirormental Review of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA™). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
(eneral Plan Environmenial Impact Report (“EIR™) is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 -- more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
cerfified as compleie is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.), As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the cerfification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission Augunst 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
baged an this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval, As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premaiure and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITY OF SAN JOSE

Planning, Building and Code Enfarcement
ann East Sanla Clara Street

San Jogd, CA B5113-1905

tal (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 222-6055
Wabsiler www.sanjosaca.goy/planning

G.‘I.IEITAL CF SILKCOH SALLEY

ZONING PROTESTAPPLICATION

COUNCIL
DISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

FILE NUMBER .

BY
AEZOMNINGFILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PROPERTY BEIN

PROTESTED 2s A slowhuet wy —

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

Hig - 0D - 029

| prolasl the proposed rezoning because See Attaciinent A

REASON OF PROTEST

Use saparata sheel Il necassary

The prapery Inwhich | own aﬁ undivided Interesl of al least 51%, and an behalf of which this protest is belng lilad,

Iz situated at: {descn'?e pmpe%h}radd and Assaszor's Parcal Number)
dl2- 4o~ pzY

and is now zoned R1-8 Distries. (in Santa Clara County}

The undivided inleresl which | ownin the properiy described in the stafement abova is a:
D FesInterest {twnership)
[[] Leasshold interest which explras an

D Cihar: fexplafi)

PLEASE CALL THE APPCINTMENT DESK AT {406) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

BN kHpPIn et presiAppleal o R, B 008




Page2 ZONING PHOTESTAPPL'CAT'ON

This farm must be signed by ONE or more awrers of an undivid ed inlarost of 6t [sast 51% in the lol or parcal for
which such protesl [z filad, such Inlerest baing not merely an sasement. Adenanl under & laase which has a
amatning term of tan years or longer shall be deemad an "owner" for purposes of ihis pratest. Yhen tha owner of
an sligibla protes! sile is a lagat enlitly other than a person or persans, the prolest petillon shell be signed by the
duly aulhorized officer(s) of such legal enlity. Whan such lagal eniily 1s 2 homeownar's assoclatlon, the protest
paiifion shell ba sigried by the duly avihorized officerts of auch assoclatlon, or, in lieu thereof, by 51% oliha
membars of the association.

PRNTNAE (i e @,Q/FEJ mer amrones 313~ 03 1
- .
AORESS oes  olppehurst chwg[{ -GS
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) WW DATE?_; 25 /D
MS Gary Michoel  (al ggnnfmr o prones 2 1L~ 27@’7
S é’%@r? Bu er\‘ Or-m@di e e

SIGMATURE (Notarize DAI?# 2L g
PRINTNAME O 1[§EAYLETI|:.:|% e

ADDRESS CITY STATE 2IP CODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) _ DATE

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

ADDRESS cIY TELEEEEE EgTﬁTE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE

PRINT NAME DAYTIME "

ADDRESS _ CITY TR EﬁTﬁTE ZIFCODE
SIGNATURE (Notarized) _ DATE

PRINT NAME DAYTIME

ADDRESS oY TELEPHEE EgTATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notar(zed) DATE

Lseseparate sheet il necessary

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT (4086) 535-3555 FOR AN APFLICATION APPCINTM ENT.
Zenkg ProkesLpmbSapplieznke ey, 2242008




STATE OF CALIFORNIA y

b s
COUNTY Or % @/QML’LJ )
L@ tNotary Public, personally appearad

Uﬂ& -k' 25, before
Qo Q ﬂ.ﬁﬂ_}nﬂfn d » who proved to me on the basis of

sa I:I.Sfal:lﬂl'_'f evidenceto be the person(s) whose name(s} sfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged o me thathefshefthey executed the same in hisfherfiheiz authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hig/her/thelr signatire(s) on the instrament the person(s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

o

1 certify vnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the Jaws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is brue and correct.

PIANE M. JAMES

h Commialon # 1733376

A Nolary Public - Calitemis ¥
Sanfo Claro County

S5 my hand and official geal.
ERO TN
L&'MLLJ ,) (Seal)

Motary Public

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

)
} 85
COUNTY DF L)éﬁ @,0 and— )

. LM)NUIM? Public, personally appeared

' i - [ who proved to me on the bagls of
salsfactory evidgnoe-to be the. pf_vrsnn{s] whose name{s} isfare subscribed to the within Instrument snd
acknowledged te me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person(s) acted, executed the instrument.

I certify under FEMALTY OF PERJULRY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is rue and correct.

DIANE M. JAMES
WITHESS my hand and official esal.

] Aﬂﬁ/ﬂkﬁﬂoﬁﬁﬁ (Seal)

MNotary Fablic

Notary Puliie - Salllemio i
fanfo Clora Coun'y

ety Cornn. Expires Ape 20, 201 1

201943701
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service, As auch, the City’'s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
trban island annexation pursnant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

3 i i ZoNing | fficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparizon of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, itis impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

3. Environmental Review of Prezening Viplates CEQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental ;
Quuality Act (“CEQA*). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020 l
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) iz legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on Augnst 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {(such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of servieces, public infrastructure etc.). As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR wotld need to be prepared in order to include new
information gince the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the Ellt is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal, Code Regs § 15162,

B, Public Hearing Notice Violated City and tice Requirements, Notice for the
San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s owm notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA :
review, the Planming Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and vold and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




CITV O 2

_ SANJOSE CITY OF SAN JOSE

CAITAY. OF SILIETON VALLEY Planning, Building and Code Enforcemant
200 East Santa Clara Sireat

San Joag, CA B5113-1805

tel (408) 535-3555 fax (408) 282-6055

Websita: www sanjoseca.goviplanning

ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILENUMBER e {l. | =01 COUNCIL
DISTRICT

| |
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE

PLAN By

REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDRESS OF PAOPEARTY BEING

PROTESTED SO S her & L2 L 6 |

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER(S)

72 - Y0~ 03

REASONOFPROTEST
| profest fhe proposéd rezoning becanse _Se@ Attachment A

Useseparate sheet if necessary

is sflvatad at: (descrbe propery by address and Assessnr's Parcel Number)
> WE Ly

The property In which [ owin an undlyvided merest of af least 519%, and an behall of which this protest is baing filed,

&/ — ‘/cff&";?“b

and i now zoned R1-8 District. {in Santa Clara Coonty)

The undividad interest which | own In the property described in the statement above s a;
KI- Feelnlorest [ownership)
[] Leasetold interest which explres on

[(] other: faxpiam)

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTWMENT DESK AT (408} 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.

Zonlng Pralsal pinBEEAD PSR on Ry, SO0




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

Thiz form rrust be signed by ONE or more owiners of an undividad interest of at teast 51% in ibe lot or parcal for
which such prolest 1 filed, such inlsrest belng not merely an easement. Atenant uhder e lsase which has a
remeining term of & years or longer shali be desmed an "owner" for purposes of this protest. When 1he owiter o
an gligible pratest site is 2 logal entiliy other (han a person or parsans, the protast petition shali be signed by lhe
duly authorized officer(s) of such legal antily. When such legal entily is a homeownar's associallon, the profest
petition shall be slaned by the duly authorized officer(s) of such association, or, in lleu thereof, by £1% of the
nembers of the essociatior.

PRNTNANE ot S, P00 Hs S eotone 08 33 -8/ 60

ADDRESS ciTYy STATE ZIP CODE
E?QV S:rd?hf-/-fbd-ﬁ#ﬂf e ai T REr S Oyt 6’ ol &

f
SNBBENA) ) (e Ao PG 22 240

, 3
"F\‘i"afﬁ_{ﬂ,l R AA Lﬁ\ﬁ\\/\@v\ ?EAEPTIDNE#%E 3R -XI G
ADDRESS SIATE gIFCOn

14 Chonelnurat (Don Campbell Tk JToeR

AN | 90010

PRINTNAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGHNATLIRE (Notarized) _ DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME
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PRINT NAME DATTIME

TELEPHONE #
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

COUNTY OF f‘! M (LM )

On 61 ’?/?/hb before me, H ‘1’ U‘W' _. iNotary Public, pereonally appearad
—Mparip o PRI e MATY

M » who proved bo me on the basis of
satisfactory evidence-to be the persom(s) whose nameds) isfafd subscribed to the within instrument aned
acknowledged to me that hefshe{her execnted the same in hisfher{feidauthorized capadity(ies), and
that by hisfheWgn ature(s) on the instrument the person(s}, or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, executed the nstrwment.

585,

N’ Wy

I certify under FENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomda that the foregoing
paragraph is trire and correct.

M. 5. LUCID
“i-‘fa Commizsfon # 1794411

. g e H Molary Publle - Calliomia 2
WITMESS my hand and official seal, = ; $anla Clara Counly £
Cernm, 22,2012
i (Seal)
[ AToray Public
STATE OF CALIROFINIA )
A
CONTY OR )
Cn before me, » Motary Fublic, personally appeared

» who proved to me on the basis of
saﬁsfactm;r evidenceto be the personfs) whose name(s) isfave subecribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir suthordzed capacity{les), and
that by hisfher/their signaturels) em the instrument the person{s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
personis) acted, execubed the insbritment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the lows of the State of Califorada that the foregoing
paragraph is true and corTect.

WITMNESS miy hand and official seal.

(Seal)

MNotary Public

PLGPEERLN |
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APFLICATION

I'protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010} (“Prezcning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of 5an Jose for the following reasons and with refererice to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest, The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with — and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbelt and Cambrian 36 Property
Owners Bequegts. The Prezoning is the firet step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City

of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Camphell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell, In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursve two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Joze staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, eiting an inapplicabile 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappointing responze, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
uniequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s latter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian 436
pocketinto our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit My Properéy. My
property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will reault in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently recejve.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire




Residential

service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
trban island annexation pursuant-to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria sef forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Avalysis of Prezoning js nsufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc, Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
wold become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

3. Enyironm view of Prezoning Violates CEQA. Environmental review of the
I’rezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (*CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and i3 not current
nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial impertance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available {such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastruckure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in oider to include new
information since the certification date, At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes, See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well ag lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Flanning Cormnmission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION
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PROTESTED Gpe? ﬂgng},ym} Mq, C.?'.km:d bell (A 95k

ASSESSOR'S PARCELNUMBER(S)

SYI2 022,

REASON OF PHDTE_ST
| protest Ihe proposéd rezaning because _SEE Attachment A

Use saparate sheet [fnacassary

Tha propsrty In which | own an undivided Inlerest of al leas! 51%, and on bahalf ol which Ihis profest is baing filad,
is sllualed al: {describe property by addrese and Assessor's Parcel Numbar)

/0 Stmebherst fft/'czr-f
t‘:ﬂ@rm'ﬂ f}t’t’f C_/T" ?MQS"/

and Is now zoned R1-8 District. (in Santa Clara County)

The undividad inlarast which | owin in the property descilbed [nthe stalement abovais a:
FeaInterasl (ownsrship)
[ ] Leasshold interssl which expires on

[[] other: fexpraimy

PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESK AT {208) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION AFPOINTMENT.
Zoindiag Provabl prnBaAppcs e By, R2E0ne




Page2 ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

This form must be signed by OME ar more owners of an undividad inlerest of at least 51% in 1he lot or parcel lor
which such protestisfiled, such interest belng not merely an easemeant. A tenant under a lease which has a
remaining ferm of tan yaars or longer shall be deemed an "owner" for purposes of this prolest. When ihe owner ol
an seligible prolest site 1z & lagal eniifiy ather than a persan or persons, tha protes! petilion shall be signed by the
duly authorized oHicsr{s) of such legal entily. Whan such legal enlily is a homeowner's associallon, the protest
petilion shall ba signed by the duly authorzed officar(s) of such assoclatlon, or, in lisu thereol, by §1% of the
marnbars ofihe essocialion.
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SIGHATURE (Notarized) _ DATE
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA

}
] s
COUNTY DFM @f@’“ﬂ/ )
On SGQ]L‘:;%{) before me, /i/QMW Q@L@? totary Public, personally appeared

, who proved to me on the basis of
palistactory evidence o e the pexsonis) whase name(s) isfare githscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorlzed capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrument the person(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
pemson(s) acied, executed the instrument.

I certify under FANALTY OF FERJURY under the laws of the State of Californda that the foregoing
paragragh is tiue and correct,

WITNESS my hand and ofiicial seal. )
Commiston # 1733536
] Moty Public - Callleinia !

/{_Q {eend %7%@ (Seal) !i d\ / wmmégg%n ‘

Nuotary Public

STATE CF CALIEQRNIA )]

COUNTY OF %ﬂﬂqﬂﬂ @,@«qb ; ”
On 6)@;3[’;5‘— B/ L) w.e /‘QM?{ ‘9'5’7“‘—'@ , Notary Public, personally appeared

A g Y , whe proved to me on the basds of

58 h":;factory evidence-to be the personi{s) whose name(s) isfare subecribed to the within insbrement and
acknowledged to me that he/shefthey execnted the same in hisfherfthelr authorized capaciby{ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the ingbument the person(s), or the entiby upon behalf of which the
perscin{s) acted, execoted the Instroment.

I certify under PENALTY OR PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califomia that the foregoing
parageaph {8 e and eorrect.

WITNESS my hand and official seal. r.:omrnl“'““ ' 1743876

3 gaia clnm caunby
bt :W o A wEmeeien 2t S
Maotary Public

20194370.1
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ATTACHMENT A
TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest -- and respectfully urge the City Council fo deny -- the propesed Director
Initiated Prezoning {File No, C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Restdence Zoning District tipon annexation o the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is proposed in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to — the City
of 3an Jose’'s intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36,
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbeéll and the
City of San Jose.

2, Prezoning Directly Contradicis City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Pro _
Qwners Requests. The Prezoning js the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 — an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell agking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-ainexation), quashed this effort. Despita this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remaing
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Cainpbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.” '

63 Prezoning Will Result in Annexation that Will Not Benefit 3y Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose’s intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning., On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara af an increased cost. The City of 3an Jose
does nof currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation purstant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria sef forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b){(6}.

4. Staff Analysis of Prezoning is hsufficient. Staff hag not provided a sufficient
analysis of how the propesed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning,. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the I'rezoning on my property.

5. Environmental Review of Prezoni i EQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act (“CEQA"). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”) is legally inadequate, The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago - and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the fime the EIR was
cerfified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.), As such, a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need & be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162, '

f. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Joge Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed o
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requiremendts. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
baged on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council’s approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning fs premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FILE NUME ER GDUNCIL

Cro -0 0 OISTRICT
QUAD # ZONING GENERAL DATE
PLAN By
REZONING FILE NUMBER

ADDHESS OF PROPERTY BEJNG

PROTESTED GYD Db bonis) 4y ._49,@@@; /4
« Z,

ASSESSOR'S PARCELMUMBER(S)

SR~ Yo ple

See Attachment A

REASONQFPROTEST

| profast the praposed rezoning because

Usessparatosheel f necessary

The property In which | own an undivided Inierest of al leasl 51%, and on behelf of which this prolast is being filed,
is siluated at: (describe proparly by address and Assossor's Parcef Number)

Ge/p St ysT é/éﬂ Mﬁég//
S Yy —ORE

and |5 now zoned R1-8 ' District. {in Santa Clara County)

The undividad iptdrest which | own in the property described in the slaloment above is a:

Feslrderest fownarship)

[[1 Leasshold Interes! which expires an

[} Other:(expiain)

FLEASE GALL THE APFOINTMENT DESK AT (408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT,
Za o ProlasLpovtifApplicatian R, 2P0




Page2 ZONING PROTESTAPPL'CAT[ON

This form mus{ be signed by ONE or more owners of an undlvidad interest of at |eest 51% in 1he lol ar parcet tor
which such protesi is filed, such Intsrest being not meraly an easement. Atsnant under alzase which has a
remalning tarm of ten years or longer shall be deemed an "owner” for purposas of this profest. When the owner of
an eligible protest sita is 4 lagal antiliy cther lhan a person or parsons, the proiest petifion shall be signed by the
duly authorlzed oficer(s) of such logal entily. When such legsl enlity is a homeowner's association, the prolest
polition shall be signed by ke duly authorized oflicsr(s) of such assaciation, or, in lleu thereof, by 51% of the
mambears of the associaiton,
PRINT WAME DAXTIME j
ViVIEry A GRARAM TELEPHONE # \_?7/ 7Zx_f/
ADORESS CITY STATE ZiF CODE
O ~STONEHURS s Cuphic &4 F'5OGf
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed}) f% DATE
PRINTNAME DAYTIME ’
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS cmy STATE ZIPGODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzad) DATE
PHINT NAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIFCODE
SIGNATLURE (Notartzed) _ RATE
PRINTMAME DAYTIME
TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Notarlzed) DATE
PRINT MAME DAYTIME
TELEPHOME#
ADDRESS GITY STATE 2P CORE
SIGNATURE {Motarized} DATE
PRINTHAME DAYTIME
TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CiTY STATE ZIFGODE
SIGMATURE (Notarized) DATE
Use seperaleshast fnecessary

PLEASE CALLTHE APPCINTMENT DESK AT (40B) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
Zarkre Pro L probRipp Eption Ray, G2R000




STATE OF CALIFOENIA 3

COUNTY OF ’kau&- v ; -

Ung‘lﬁﬂl 58 : c}'ﬂf L'?.of’ Jprefore )(/Om'f‘f-{% 7@33?&@ Motary Public, personally appeared

i » who proved to me on the basis of
Sahsfactmy evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged fo me that hefehefthey executed the same in hisfherftheir authorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfher/thelr signatire(s) on the mstrument the pergon(s), or the entity upon behalf of which the
persan{s) acted, executed the instoment.

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is trwe and correck.

£ 1 Commusion # 1783376
WITNESS myr hand and officlal seal. i --#-x_: 1 Nolary Public - Callitinia

J ga] Nd iy wlunh: Clara Courdy ;
L‘" : Cormim. Expires Apr 20, 2011 I
[&anl Q e g LG {Szal)
MNotary Fablic
STATE OF CALTFORMNIA )]
_ )} s
COUNTY OF )]
Co before me. . Motary Public, personally appeared
. who proved to me on the basis of

satisfactory evidence-to be the person(s) whose name(s} isfare subscribed to the within instrument and
acknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their avthorized capacity{ies), and
that by his/herftheir signature(s) on the instrument the personis), or the entity upon behalf of which the
person{s) acted, exeruted the instiement,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Califormia that the foregoing
paragraph js frue and correct.

WITHESS my hand and official seal.

(3eal)

totary Public

2019437.1
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ATTA ENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest-- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the proposed Director
Inittated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) ("Prezoning”) that would resul fn the rezoning of
iny property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of SanJose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The
Prezoning is prapased in conjunction with -- and is a necessary prerequisite to - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant to Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara Cotinty, which is commonly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Jose.

2. ezoning Directly Confradicts City of bell and Cambrian 36 Pr

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose fo annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owrners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. In response, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambrian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, citing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
{concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort. Despite this disappeinting response, both
Campbell's and Cambrian 36 property owners’ interest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 201(), “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city. The residents have Campbell majling addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Camphell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Annexation fhat Will Not Benefit My Property. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the confrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
does not currently provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently recejve.
Furthermore, it has not resolved the pressing issue of the City’s ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City’s infended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined .
urban island annexation purstiant to Governmeni Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet ;
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4, Staff Analysis of Prezoning s Insufficient. Staff has not provided a sufficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my property’s existing County
zoning, For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currenély allowed under my
property’s existing zoning. Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Purther, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezoning on my property.

5 Environmental Review of Prezoning Viclates CEOA . Environmental review of the

Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental

Cuality Act (“CEQA”). the City of San Jose's attempted reliance on the San José 2020

(seneral Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR") is legally inadequate. The EIR was

certified as complete on August 16, 1994 - more than 16 years ago — and is not current

nor accurate, Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the

Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was

certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in |
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure ete.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimum, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code § 21166 and 14

Cal, Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Wiolated City and State Notice Requirements. Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City’s own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
requirements. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is null and void and the City Council’s consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).
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200 East Santa Clara Streat
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ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

FLENUMBER

QUAD #

REZONIMNG FILENUMBER

lrromsn | 859 Gupwen Dn. Caaphel Oa. 9S608
ASSESEDHSFE?ELNUMBEH{S}

/!

REASON OF FROTEST
| protest the proposed rezoning bacause See Attachment A

Uss saparata sheel fnecassary

The property inwhich | own an undivided Inleresl of at least 51%, and on behalf of which this protasl Is belng filad,
is slluated al: {describe propeardy by address andﬂssassnrs Fare J'Numharj

5}3’ 8517 \S}@uwt De. @J—Mpéf_f . Hra-tf-0/f

and is now zoned R1-8 District, {in Santa Clara County)
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PLEASE CALL THE APPOINTMENT DESI AT {408) 535-3555 FOR AN APPLICATION APPOINTMENT.
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This form musl be signed by ONE or more ownels of an undividad interest of at {aasl 514 in lha lot or parcel for
which such prolest Is filed, such interest beirig not merely an sasement. A tenant under alease which hasa
teinaining erm of len years or longer shall ba deemad an “owner" for purposes of this prolest. Whean the ownér of
an aligibla protest sita is a lagal antiliy ollier ihan a parson or persons, iha protesl pelilivn shall be signed by the
duly authorized ofifeer(s) of sueh lagal enfily. When such legal anlity IS e hormanwner's assoclallon, Iha prolest
pslillon shall be signed by the duly avihorized officar(s) of such assoclallon, or, in lisy Ihereof, by &1% of the
members ol Ihe assaciation.
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PRINTNAME DAY TIME

TELEFHONE #
ADDRESS cITY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGNATURE [Notarlzed) _ DATE
PRINT NAME CAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CITY STATE ZIPCQODE
SIGNATURE (Notarlzed) DATE
PHINT NAME DAY TIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDRESS CTY STATE ZIPCODE
SIGMATURE [Notatzed) DATE
PRINT NAME DAYTIME

TELEPHONE #
ADDORESS oy STATE FIPCODE
SIGNATURE {Natarized) DATE
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA )

) o=
COUNTY OF S@'LA&—/ Q»QH{L-J )

PO pefore AQE-*’LE‘E7C’TW ; Motary Public, personally appeared
ruéji Gogrf i/ &7 who proved tome on the basis of

satisfactory evidenceto be the persor(s) whose name(s) isfare subscribed to the within instniment and
acknowledged to me hat hefsheffhey execated the same in hisfherftheir authorized capa ciby(ies}, and
that by hisfher/thelr signature(s) on the instrument the petson(s), or the entity upen behalf of which the
personfs) acted, executed the natriment,

I certify under PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing
paragraph is true and correct.

WITINESS my hand and official seal.
YRR Commission # 1733374
BT} Notary Public - Colifornia
/(—/Q Ceex Lﬂ? Q‘/ﬁ?{ﬂg’ (Seal) i \.'{rr' " ) soma Clara County !
idakary Public Iy Coamim. Expovm Apc 20, 2011
STATE OF CALIFORNIA ]

COUNTY I SM @@“L” ; "

Saﬁsfactorj,r evldenﬂe—m be I:ha person(s) wh::-se name{s} isfare subscrihed bo the within insfrument and
arknowledged to me that hefshefthey executed the same in hisfher/their anthorized capacity(ies), and
that by hisfherftheir signature(s) on the instrtment the personis), or the entity wpen hehalf of which the
petsonis) acted, executed the instroment,

I certity nnder PENALTY OF PERJURY under the laws of the State of Callfornia that the foregoing
pacagraph ia trie and correct.

WITNESS my hand and official seal.

i, -'-,'-r } kanta L‘Ium County

Moue CMijwmz KSM,

Motary Public

201943701
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ATTACHMENT A

TO ZONING PROTEST APPLICATION

I protest-- and respectfully urge the City Council to deny -- the propesed Director
Initiated Prezoning (File No. C10-010) (“Prezoning”) that would result in the rezoning of
my property to R-1-5 Single-Family Residence Zoning District upon annexation to the
City of San Jose for the following reasons and with reference to the following facts:

1. Prezoning Paves the Way for Streamlined Annexation Without Protest. The

Prezoning is proposed in conjunchion with -- and is a necessary prerequisite bo - the City
of San Jose's intended streamlined “urban pocket” annexation (pursuant fo Government
Code § 56375.3) of approximately 103 gross acres, consisting of 330 parcels in
unincorporated Santa Clara County, which is commeoenly known as Cambrian 36.
Cambrian 36 encompasses my property and borders both the City of Campbell and the
City of San Joze.

2. Prezoning Directly Contradicts City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 Proper

Owners Requests. The Prezoning is the first step of a unilateral effort initiated by the City
of San Jose to annex Cambrian 36 - an effort which directly contradicts the stated desire of
both the City of Campbell and Cambrian 36 property owners to annex Cambrian 36 into
the City of Campbell. In October of 2006, a petition signed by 204 Cambrian 36 property
owners was presented to the City of Campbell asking that it be annexed to the City of
Campbell. Inresponse, the City of Campbell directed its staff to pursue two different
possibilities for annexation of Cambyian 36, one which received preliminary support from
City of San Jose staff. Councilmember Judy Chirco, cifing an inapplicable 1984 city policy
(concerning de-annexation), quashed this effort, Despite this disappointing response, both
Campbell’s and Cambrian 36 property owners’ inferest in annexing Cambrian 36 remains
unequivocal. As recently expressed in the Mayor of Campbell’s letter to the Mayor of San
Jose dated September 2, 2010, “Campbell welcomes the annexation of the Cambrian #36
pocket into our city, The residents have Campbell mailing addresses, identify with
Campbell, and stated a clear preference to be part of Campbell.”

3. Prezoning Will Result in Antnexation that Will Not Benefit My Properby. My

property will not benefit from the City of San Jose's intended annexation that will result
from the proposed Prezoning. On the contrary, it will result in a downgrade of my current
services received from the County of Santa Clara at an increased cost. The City of San Jose
dees not currenfly provide Cambrian 36 residents any services and it has not provided any
indication that it is capable of meeting the standard of services that we currently receive.
Furthermore, it has not resclved the pressing issue of the City's ability to provide fire
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service. As such, the City's intended annexation would not qualify for a streamlined
urban island annexation pursuant to Government Code § 56375.3 because it does not meet
the criteria set forth in Government Code § 56375.3(b)(6).

4 Staff Analysis of Prezoning is Insufficient, Staffhasnot provided a sulficient

analysis of how the proposed Prezoning compares with my properfy’s existing County
zoring. For example, it has not explained or analyzed how the permitted and conditional
uses in the proposed zone will compare with what uses are currently allowed under my
property’s existing zoning., Nor has it provided a comparison of floor area ratios and
densities etc. Further, it has not provided sufficient analysis of what existing legal uses
would become legal non-conforming. As such, it is impossible for me to understand and
evaluate the affect of the Prezening on my property.

5. Envir Review of Prezoning Vio EQA. Environmental review of the
Prezoning has not been conducted in compliance with the California Environmental
Quality Act {(“CEQA™). the City of San Jose’s attempted reliance on the San José 2020
General Plan Environmental Impact Report (“EIR"} is legally inadequate. The EIR was
certified as complete on August 16, 1994 — more than 16 years ago -- and is not current
nor accurate. Since its certification, new information of substantial importance to the
Prezoning that was not known and could not have been known at the time the EIR was
certified as complete is now available (such as changes in urban service area, changes in
population, changes in provision of services, public infrastructure etc.). As such,a
supplemental or subsequent EIR would need to be prepared in order to include new
information since the certification date. At the very minimimm, an addendum to the EIR is
required to make minor corrections or changes. See Public Resources Code §21166 and 14
Cal. Code Regs § 15162.

6. Public Hearing Notice Violated City and State Notice Requirements, Notice for the

San Jose Planning Commission August 25th public hearing on the Prezoning failed to
comply with the City's own notice policies and State Planning & Zoning notice
Tequirementis. Despite repeated requests for deferral from Cambrian 36 property owners
based on this insufficient notice as well as lack of staff analysis and inadequate CEQA.
review, the Planning Commission refused to grant the deferral request and instead
recommended the Prezoning for the City Council's approval. As such, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation is twill and void and the City Council's consideration of
the Prezoning is premature and does not comply with Municipal Code § 20.120.030(B).




